THE DEFENCE OF THE EMPIRE
just as dangerous now as in 1914, and is not in the least
mended by calling it collective security or invoking
the name of the League of Nations. The letter kills;
only in the spirit is there health. It follows that we
shall mediate most effectually in proportion as we
keep our independence. ...
'Though the doctrine may be unfashionable these
days-there is solid political virtue in minding your
own business and keeping your own doorstep clean.'
And 'Scrutator' adds this strange passage:
*And if we had known in 1914 that we should be
joined by the United States, Italy, and Japan, and that
all the Dominions would rush to our assistance, should
we not then have been more confident in this collec-
tive security than we have any right to be in a combina-
tion between Russia, Italy, and France now-with
Russia threatened by Japan, Italy ill at ease with Yugo-
slavia, Poland covering the German eastern Frontier,
and the United States not even belatedly in the struggle
this time on our side? Yet that system of collective
security did not prevent the Great War/
Let us disentangle a few tangles.
The alliances which preceded the War did not
represent a collective system at all. They lacked
nearly all the elements indispensable thereto and
which the League was created to supply. The
essence of collective defence is that it should repre-
sent a combination of power sustaining a rule which
will afford some measure of protection to all
members, membership being completely open to the
potential or putative aggressor. The power of the
Allied combination in 1914 did not offer protection
72